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rifle  regiment  to  a  tank  regiment,  in  order  to  more 
closely  model  emerging  Soviet  doctrine. 
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EMERGING  SOVIET  DOCTRINE:  IMPLICATIONS  FOR  THE  J.3.  TASK 

FORCE  DEFENSE,  bv  Major  Michael  D.  Burks.  U.S.  Army. 

43  pages 

'This  monograph  discusses  selected  aspects  o-f  Soviet 
o-f-fensive  doctrine  with  emphasis  on  trends  discussed  in 
unci  ass  i  fi  ed  literature.  Relevant  U.S.  heavy  task  -force 
doctrine  is  then  reviewed  in  light  o-f  what  the  Soviets  are 
doing  and  the  implications  -for  defense  are  highlighted. 

Subjects  addressed  in  this  paper  include  Soviet  use 
o-f  surprise,  tempo,  mobile  groups,  -fire  support  and 
helicopters,  and  sophi sti cated  combined  arms  tactics  to 
deal  with  U.S.  defenses.  Soviet  concerns  over  "nuclear- 
like"  weapons  are  discussed  along  with  relative  views  o-f  a 
-future  high  intensity  battle-field.  Passible  areas  o-f 
concern  -for  U.S.  doctrine  developers  are  identified  and 
discussed  along  with  some  ideas  -for  adapting  our  training 
to  reflect  current  Soviet  doctrine. 

The  paper  concludes  that  tactical  surprise  is  likelv 
to  be  achieved  by  the  Soviets,  and  that  training  anc 
doctrine  should  reflect  this  situation.  The  paper  also 
questions  the  validity  of  the  assertion  that  a  task  fore 
can  defeat  a  regiment,  not  because  of  deficiencies  in  U. 
doctrine  or  equipment,  but  as  a  function  of  high  intensi 
mobile  warfare.  In  addition,  the  monograph  suggests 
changing  the  composition  of  the  QF'FQR  at  the  NTC  from  a 
rifle  regiment  to  a  tank  regiment,  in  order  to  mere 
closely  model  emerging  Soviet  doctrine. 
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PART  U_  INTRODUCTION 

Regardless  or  the  circumstances  leading  to  war  between 
the  Soviet  Union  and  the  United  States,  the  outcome  o-f  tne 
ccntl ict  will  deoend  on  the  success  of  the  Warsaw  Pact's 
offensive.  Bv  the  nature  of  the  alliance,  the  initiative 
will  be  ceded  to  Warsaw  Pact  forces,  and  NATO  will  await  the 
blow.  The  success  of  the  defense  at  every  level  will 
determine  when,  if  ever,  friendly  forces  go  over  to  the 
counter-offensive.  The  stationing  of  214,019  out  of  768,211 
active  Armv  troops  underscores  American  deter mi nat i on  to 
meet  anv  Soviet  offensive  head  an. 1 

Recognition  of  the  importance  of  the  NATO  mission  and 
the  enormity  of  the  challenge  facing  the  U.S.  Armv  was 
given  prominence  bv  the  1976  edition  of  FM  1 00-5 . 

Operations.  That  manual  focused  the  Army's  attention  on 
the  results  of  the  1973  Yam  Kippur  war  and  the  threat  posed 
bv  the  farces  of  the  Soviet  Union.  With  the  adoption  of 
"active  defense'.  Army  doctrine  gave  primacy  to  the  'central 
oat  tie"  in  Europe  and  concentrated  on  the  possibility  o+  war 
with  the  Russians. 

Since  1976,  the  swift  growth  of  Soviet  power  and  the 
increasing  pace  of  technol og i cal  change  have  spurred  new 
visions  of  the  next  battlefield  which  both  Soviet  and 

American  military  authors  have  called  "Air-Land"  in  nature. 

”  the  American  Ar ,w  ,  the  croduct  of  this  new  wave  of 
nought  was  the  lrJS2  er  l on  of  Ft!  1 00  -'c  .  which  i  r.tr  oo  .,cec 
"m; rLand  Battle".  Concurrent 1 v ,  Soviet  planners  and 
t  h  eor  ists  beaan  ser  l  aus  l  v  e*/al  uat  i  no  tne  likelihood  of  r  or  - 
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nuclear  conrlict  in  Europe,  in  light  of  nuclear  paritv.2 

The  threat  posed  by  the  military  forces  of  the  Soviet 
Union  caused  U.3.  doctrine  to  address  Soviet  capabilities  at 
every  level.  A  capstone  -series  of  field  manuals  on  the 
Soviet  Army  (  FM  1 00-2- 1 .  2 ,  and  3  )  was  published  in  19S4. 
Every  Armv  branch  school  has  instruction  on  the  way  the 
Soviet  armv  fights.  Conflict  scenarios  involving  the  two 
superpowers  are  discussed  and  exercised  routinely.  This 
focus  also  led  to  the  establishment  of  the  National  Training 
Center  (NTC)  at  Fort  Irwin,  California. 

In  the  Mojave  desert  the  U.5.  Army  constructed  perhaps 
the  most  realistic  combat  training  facility  ever  built. 

This  facility  is  an  instrumented  training  area  which  permits 
American  task  forces  and  brigades  to  engage  an  Opposing 
Force  (QF’FQR)  which  uses  Soviet  doctrine  and  equipment 
modified  to  resemble  Russian  material.  A  similar,  but 
smaller  facility  is  currently  being  established  in  Eurooe  to 
allow  for 'ward  deployed  units  the  same  training  opportunity. 

Are  all  of  these  attempts  to  replicate  combat  against 
Soviet  farces  on  the  next  battlefield  adequate?  Do  we 
understand  Soviet  tactical  doctrine  in  light  o+  Soviet 
responses  to  the  dynamics  of  warfare'7  The  question  is 
critical  in  view  of  the  weight  accorded  to  lessons  learned 
b,  training  units  at  the  NTC  and  in  combat  simulations  usee 

wa  /  s  we  have  come  *  to  expect ,  then  we  ma .  find  oursei  <ei  m 
<sr  v  ser  l  cue  t  r  cub  1  e 


at  the  outset,  of  conflict. 


This  paper  will  examine  one  element  of  the  Question  oy 
•focusing  on  a  basic  component  o-f  the  next  battle-field; 

Soviet  attack  and  U.S.  task  -force  defense.  The  space 
available  in  a  limited  monograph  will  not  permit  a  truly 
exhaustive  study  of  even  a  fairly  narrow  subject  field.  For 
that  reason  I've  further  limited  my  examination  to  a 
sampling  of  tactical  concepts  which  have  an  impact  on  the 
conduct  of  defensive  engagements  at  the  task  force  level. 

Implications  for  U.S.  Task  Force  level  defense  raised 
by  developing  Soviet  doctrine  will  be  examined,  with 
emphasis  on  examining  certain  aspects  of  tne  Soviet  attack, 
and  how  the  defensive  framework  is  affected.  There  are  four 
reasons  for  doing  this.  First,  it  has  been  my  experience 
that  tactical  Soviet  doctrine  is  well  understood  as  long  as 
it  -fits  inside  the  "doctrinal  template",  but  not  well  known 
when  it  involves  forward  detachments  which  operate  outside 
the  template.  Second,  the  task  force  level  is  a  good  place 
to  illustrate  that  Soviet  doctrine  is  dynamic  and  responsive 
to  changing  battlefield  conditions.  Third,  I  think  it's 
important  to  dispel  some  of  the  template  mentality  with 
which  we  view  the  Soviets.  Finally,  I  believe  there  are 
some  conceptual  difficulties  m  current  U.S.  task  force 
doctrine  which  need  to  be  addressed. 

In  structuring  this  monograph.  I've  presumed  a  working 
k  nc  w  1  e  d  oe  of  A  m  e  r  t  c  a  n  task  f  o  rce  ’defen  e  i  ve  d  o  ctrir.e  a  n  a  a  t 
1  a  a.  s  i  a  p  a  s  s  1  n  g  f  a  m  1 1  i  a  r  i  t  v  w  l  t  h  s  t  ?  n  d  a  rd  Soviet  re  g  -. :  r.  e  n  t  a  ± 
a n d  d iv i si e n a 1  a 1 1 a c x  doctrine.  The  em o h a s is  here  will  be 
m o r *»  o n  e rn e rging  So v i  e t  concept s  a n d  t h e  implications  f  c r 


-future  U.S.  doctrine.  Onlv  unclassified  documents  ana 
articles  were  used  in  preparation  of  this  monoqrapn.  This 
hac  the  important  effect  of  limiting  mv  so ecu 1 ation  on  toe 
. mpact  of  still  classified  developments,  and  also 
circumscribed  any  reference  to  actual  Soviet  exercises  other 
than  what  is  available  in  open  literature. 

PART  III  EMERGING  SOVIET  DOCTRINE 

The  Soviet  Armv  may  be  characterised  as  an 
oper at  1 onal 1 v  based  force.  Russians  emphasise  the  nature  of 
comoat  involving  armies,  fronts,  and  Theaters  of  Hilitarv 
Operations  (TVD).  In  order  to  understand  the  Soviet's 
tactical  offensive  doctrine  and  force  structure,  it  is 
necessary  to  examine  the  operational  framework 
within  which  it  is  embedded. 

The  Soviets  pride  themselves  on  being  the  first  nation 
to  -ecognise  the  changing  nature  of  war  and  the  first  to 
adjust  their  military  art  to  those  changes...  "Thus,  to  its 
credit,  Soviet  military  theoretical  thought,  having  first 
succeeded  in  seeing  these  tendencies  in  the  development  o* 

.. .  I  ;  fa-  .  affairs,  correct  l  •  oercei  -ed  ana  reveal  so  tne  new 
component  of  milt  tar.-  art.  operation  Csici  art  .  3 

The  operational  nature  of  the  Soviet  Arm'/  is  embodied 
in  the  eight  (Soviet)  principles  governing  modern  warfare: 
l >  Flexibility  and  high  tempo  of  combat  operations.  2> 
Concentration  of  effort,  3)  Surprise,  4)  Combat  activeness, 

T. :  Preservation  of  combat  effectiveness.  6)  Realism.  7  • 

C  >r  i  -•  t  :  -  ~  .  “  •  Ac  t  >  on  t' 

P  r  i  r.  cioles  also  •  j  u  i  d  e  t  h  e 
and  doctr i  is. 

The  Soviets  nercei  . e 


or  oua.n  the 
evo  l  u  1 1  or. 

that  tne  nature  of  future 


4 


operations  will  be  cnar acter i z ed  by  "decisiveness,  high 
maneuverability,  intensity,  -fast  and  sharp  changes,  and 
d:.  versitv  of  methods  in  combined  arms."®  The  Soviets  see 
tre  next  oattietielc  as  non  — linear,  -fluid,  and  character  1  a ec 
by  hign  intensity  -fires.  They  characterize  "air-land” 
battle  as  blending  "combined  arms  battle"  and  "three 
dimensional  combat  operations"  into  one  concept.* 

The  Soviets  recognize  the  difficulties  of  conducting  an 
operational  offensive.7.  They  acknowledge  the  formidable 
capabilities  of  a  prepared  American  defense  and  would  seek 
to  obviate  it  in  five  ways;  1)  Surprise,  2)  Tempo,  3)  The 
use  of  firepower  to  adjust  force  ratios,  4)  The  use  of 
forward  detachments,  maneuver  groups,  and  vertical 
envelopments  to  disrupt  the  continuity  of  the  defense,  anc 
5)  Carefully  structured  combined  arms  units  to  carry  out  the 
at  tac  ks. 

SURPRISE 

The  most  critical  element  in  Soviet  calculations  will 
be  the  achievement  of  surprise,  precipitating  an  offensive 
against  an  unprepared  or  partially  prepared  NATO  defense. 

As  Soviet  experience  in  the  battles  on  the  Eastern  Front 
demonstrated,  surprise  alters  the  correlation  of  forces  in 
favor  of  the  attacker,  and  is  the  cornerstone  of  operational 
success.  The  British  Arm-,  states  that  the  Soviets  will  not 
’  "0 '.-A TO  n  1  ee s  eur  on  -e  i  •  ouar anteed  ,  ana  chat  i  - 
a  t  r.  a-;  i-  plans  were  detected  ear  iy,  the  entire  off  ensi  ,  e 
u  e  o-  ~  t  o  c  n  o  .  m 


cr 


viOul  2 


It  follows  that  there  are  three  possible  operational 
scenarios  to  consider.  First,  the  Soviets  do  not  achieve 
surprise,  but  go  ahead  and  attack  a  -fully  prepared  defense 
an v wav .  Second,  the  Soviets  achieve  partial  surprise, 
attack  a  partially  prepared  defense.  Third,  NATO  is  caught 
completely  unaware,  total  surprise  is  achieved,  and  there 
are  no  defenses  at  all.  The  first  case  is  unlikely  given 
the  premium  Soviets  put  on  surprise.  The  latter  scenario, 
while  nightmarish,  is  unlikely  given  the  considerable  effort 
NATO  makes  to  avoid  being  caught  asleep.  This  leaves  the 
middle  case,  a  Soviet  offensive  against  a  partially 
completed  defense,  as  a  logical  point  of  departure  for 
examining  potential  Soviet  actions.  The  Soviet  perception 
of  what  degree  of  surprise  has  been  achieved  will  determine 
the  tactical  decision. 

TEMPO 

"The  Soviet  Army,"  it  has  been  said,  "fights  to  move, 
whereas  Western  armies  move  to  fight.'"7  Soviet  commanders 
internalize  tempo  in  terms  of  depth,  simultaneous  action 
against  the  enemy,  and  speed  of  operations.  While  virtually 
every  current  Western  publication  on  Soviet  doctrine 
describes  operations  as  "fast  paced"  and  gives  excellent 
examples  of  depths  of  objectives,  few  address  the  "whv". 

The  compression  of  time  in  terms  of  the  seoaration  of 
battlefield  events  promotes  paral vsi 3  within  the  command  and 
co:  ti-  c i  s',  stem.  We  in  tne  U.3.  Armv  nave  coined  the 
expression  "turning  inside  the  enemy's  decision  cvcle"  to 
descriDe  the  desired  outcome. 
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the  Soviets  are  seeking  to  increase  the 


T  oday , 

"simultaneity"  o-f  combat  at  every  level  and  in  great  depths. 
The  late  British  military  author  Richard  Simpkin  discussed 
this  in  his  book  Race  to  the  5i-a  f  t. .  His  ideas  translate  to 

a  vision  o-f  "simultaneous"  combat  over  a  great  depth  which 
contributes  to  paralysis  o-f  the  control  mechanism  o-f  a 
■force.  10  This  theme  is  echoed  in  Polish  military  writings, 
where  helicopter  and  -fire  strikes  are  seen  as  a  means  o-f 
"splitting  the  enemy  -from  within"  as  opposed  to  battering 
through  the  enemy  from  without.11  Assuming  that  the  Polish 
officers  are  writing  with  some  knowledge  o-f  Soviet  thought, 
it  is  logical  to  conclude  that  the  Soviets  are  striving  to 
increase  the  "tempo"  o-f  tactical  combat  by  making  deep, 
main,  and  rear  battle  occur  together.  This  is  in  consonance 
with  the  concept  o-f  nuclear  scared  operations,  forward 
detachments,  heliborne  assaults,  and  unconventional  warfare. 
Going  a  step  further,  if  the  Soviets  see  simultaneous 
offensive  combat  as  a  real  possibility,  then  they  are  going 
to  be  prepared  to  engage  in  such  battles,  but  on  their  own 
terms. 

FIRE  SUPPORT 

As  there  would  be  only  one  main  attack  at  front,  army, 
and  division,  Soviet  fire  support  for  the  main  effort  would 

be  lavish.  A  Soviet  regiment  making  the  main  attack  could 
a,  pec  t  to  recei  .-e  the  sup  a  or  tine  t  1  --e-~  ot  at  t  east  *0  ur 
si:;  battalions  of  division  controlled  artillery  in  addition 
to  the  artillery  of  the  regiment.  If  the  attack  were 


operationally  important  ,  -fires  -from  Army-level  artillerv 
would  be  added.  Figure  1  an  page  44  gives  some  possible 
plannin_,  -figures.  In  addition,  -forward  detachments  ana 
mobile  groups  will  receive  powerful  fire  support  from  artac 
helicopters  of  tne  divisional  squadron  and  army  level 
helicopter  regiments.12  The  emphasis  on  aerial  fire  support 
is  one  of  the  most  distinctive  features  of  emerging  Soviet 
doctrine.  Helicopters  answer  many  of  the  problems  the 
Soviets  forsee  in  maintaining  a  high  tempo  in  the  attack. 

In  contrast  to  U.S.  doctrine,  attack  helicopters  are 
considered  fire  support  assets,  providing  both  close  and 
anti-tank  fires.  They  are  the  modern  version  of  the  11-2 
Stormovik,  the  "flying  tank"  of  WWII  fame.  On  the 
battlefield  helicopters  would  provide  close  air  support, 
particularly  o  mobile  groups.  Helicopters  will  be  given 
the  mission  of  protecting  advancing  troops  from  U.S. 
counterattacks. 13 

In  a  recently  published  article,  Major  J.  F.  Holcomb  c 
the  U.S.  Army,  working  with  the  Soviet  Studies  Center  at 
Sandhurst,  pointed  out  the  critical  importance  the  Soviets 
place  in  helicopters  as  mobile  fire  support.  These  assets 
rapidly  alter  the  correlation  of  forces  through  pinpoint 
destruction  of  enemy  tank,  artillery,  and  anti-tank  means. 
Their  usefulness  is  even  greater  in  support  of  forward 
detachments  and  mobile  groups.  The.  provide  securit-  ;cr 
f  jsf  iioving  forward  for  •:»  =  ;  rapid!  v  counter  at  t  ac  ’  lug  c.-'CLna 
threats  and  if  required,  other  helicopters, 14  The 
apportionment  of  combat  helicopters  would  be  in  consonance 
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with  the  importance  of  the  mission;  the  army  forwaro 
detachment  and  divisional  forward  detachment  of  the  main 
effort  di  v  i  s  i  on  wou.  Id  be  h  e  a  v  1 1  y  sup  ported  b  y  organic  and 
Army  level  assets;  supporting  attacks  would  receive  fewer 

sorties. 

The  importance  of  fire  support  to  the  attack  cannot  be 
overestimated.  T a k 1 1 k a  indicates  that  the  density  of  NATO 
anti-tank  systems  could  reach  50  or  more  weapons  per 
kilometer  in  a  main  defensive  sector.  However,  the  majority 
of  these  weapons  will  be  concentrated  in  “groupings  of  fire 
weapons"  within  1.5  kilometers  of  the  front.  Direct  ana 
indirect  fires  must  achieve  greater  than  50%  suppression  to 
ensure  the  success  of  the  attack. 13 

Fire  support  is  used  to  ch&nqe  the  initial  correlation 
of  forces.  For  example,  Soviet  planners  consider  a  five  to 
one  ratio  of  tanks  to  anti-tank  systems  per  kilometer  of 
front  as  providing  a  92%  probability  of  success  for  the 
attack.  If  we  assume  that  there  are  290  tanks  and 
approximately  600  additional  heavy  and  medium  anti-tank 
systems  (less  helicopters)  in  a  U.S.  mechanized  division 
sector  of  40)  kilometers  width,  it  follows  that  the  average 
anti-tank  (AT)  weapons  density  is  approximately  22  weapons 
per  kilometer.  This  would  require  a  densitv  of  over  100 
tanks  per  kilometer  of  attack  frontage.  But  if  supporting 
■if  till  er  >■  neutralizes  50)%  of  the  AT  weapons .  tnen  tie 
requirement  for  tanks  drops  to  50  tanks  per  kilometer  of 
front.  In  this  case,  a  motor  rifle  division  with  270  tanks 
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could  expect  success  it  the  attack  -frontage  were  less  tnan  6 


kilometers,  which  is  approaching  the  "doctrinal"  norms  -for 
such  an  attack. 

FORWARD  DETACHMENTS  AND  DEEP  BATTLE 

The  principle,  "action  through  the  enemy's  depth" 
provides  the  -foundation  -for  the  Soviet  concept  o-f  deep 
battle.  Deep  battle  is  a  comprehensive  concept  involving 
combined  arms  and  joint  operations.  The  centerpiece  o-f 
combined  arms  deep  battle  appears  to  be  the  "mobile  group". 
Mobile  groups,  (or  maneuver  groups)  may  be  designated  at 
division,  army,  or  front.  In  general,  the  Soviets  use 
mobile  groups  as  spearheads  -for  larger  -formations.  Their 
missions  are  inextricably  tied  to  the  Soviet  theory  o-f  deep 
battle  which  demands  simultaneous  comoat  through  tne  depth 
of  the  enemies  formation.  The  Soviet  concept  of  mobile 
groups  striking  to  the  enemy's  depth  ahead  of  larger 
formations  is  receiving  great  emphasis  because  of  the  need 
to  destroy  "reconnaissance  strike  complexes"  and  nuclear 
delivery  means.1-7 

Soviet  study  into  the  phenomenon  of  past  wars  and 
present  conditions  reinforced  Soviet  theoretical  concepts 
concerning  the  nature  of  deep  battle.  The  genesis  of 
combined  arms  deep  battle  can  be  found  in  the  hard  lessons 
of  the  Eastern  front.  Early  attempts  using  pure  tank 
striking  £orces  matured  into  all— arms  formations  caoaftle  of 
oenetrat  i  n.j  tne  tactical  depths  of  the  enemv  defense  and 
exploiting  to  operational  depth.  "Mobile  Grouos"  were 
formed  to  soearhead  offensives  at  00th  the  tactical  and 
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operational  level.  In  the  Manchurian  offensive  of  August 
1945,  the  Red  Armv  demonstrated  that  it  had  mastered  the 
employment  of  maneuver  groups  when  it  engulfed  ail  o-f 
Manchuria  in  an  offensive  lasting  ten  days.  (Figure  2  on 

page  45  illustrates  the  makeup  of  a  WWII  tank  corps,  the 
type  of  unit  frequently  charged  with  conducting  deep 
operations . ) 

A  variety  of  evidence  indicates  that  Soviet  planners 
consider  operations  conducted  at  Manchurian  tempos 
fundamental  to  achieving  strategic  objectives  with  the 
minimum  possible  risk  of  nuclear  holocaust.1®  Soviet 
experience  on  the  Eastern  Front  and  in  Manchuria  convinced 
them  that  the  use  of  very  mobile  spearheads  at  tactical  and 
operational  level  contributed  decisively  to  the  rapid 
destruction  of  the  enemy.  "Deep  battle  concepts  have 
accordingly  evolved  from  narrow  strikes  deep  into  the 
enemy's  rear  to  broad  front  encirclement  on  Front  and  multi 
Front  levels,  using  army  sized  mobile  groups,  air  assaults, 
and  airborne  1  andi  ngs.  "  x'r 

Helicopters  are  the  primary  means  by  which  air  assault 
forces  are  inserted  behind  the  covering  force  area,  perhaps 
in  conjunction  with  the  actions  of  forward  detachments. 
Soviet  theorists  believe  that  the  combination  of  forward 

detachments,  air  assaults,  and  combat  helicopter  fire 
support  i "  the  " most  raoi d  and  effective  means  , or 
penetra  t  l  ng  the  enemy's  tactical  defense  quickl  v,  tr.ereov 
allowing  the  higher  commander  to  exploit  into  the  enemv  s 

l  L 


operational  depths".  3:0 


Soviet  -force  structure  appears  to  be  evolving  to  meet 
the  demands  of  deep  battle  by  providing  mobile  groups  at 
every  level: 

Current  sophisticated  Soviet  maneuver  concepts, 
involving  concerted  use  of  multiple  tactical  and  operational 
maneuver  groups,  exploits  the  fact  that  quantity  has  a 
quality  of  its  own.  Multiple  maneuver  groups  operate  in 
tandem,  employing  techniques  specifically  designed  to  pre¬ 
empt,  unhinge,  and  paralyze  a  defense.  Their  sheer  number 
contributes  to  the  likelihood  of  their  success. 

Extensive  Soviet  study  of  past  operational  and  tactical 
maneuver  indicates  that  they  must  continue  to  pay  close 
attention  to  the  structure  of  operational  and  tactical 
maneuver . sx 


The  Soviet  Army  Studies  Office  (3AS0)  sees  a  return  by 
the  Soviets  to  the  flexible,  tailored,  corps  and  brigade 
structure  which  character  i  zed  the  mobile  groups  of  the 
Second  World  War: 

Within  combined  arms  armies,  tank  or  mechanized  corps 
will  conduct  operational  maneuver  and  employ  its  own 
tactical  maneuver  force  in  the  process.  Separate  tank  corps 
or  brigades  will  serve  as  army  forward  detachments. 

Motorized  rifle  divisions  will  employ  separate  tank  or 
motorized  rifle  brigades  as  their  forward  detachment. 22 

COMBINED  ARMS  IN  THE  CLOSE  BATTLE 
The  Soviets  are  reexamining  the  balance  of  all  arms 
necessary  to  conduct  high  tempo  warfare  against  a  well  armed 
adversary.  The  recent  republication  of  General  Rotmistrov  s 
1946  speech  on  Berlin  operations  is  indicative  of  Soviet 
concern  with  the  nature  of  combat  in  Western  Euroce, 
especial Iv  in  light  of  urbanization  and  reforestation.  in 
h i s  speech.  General  Rotmistrov  analvzed  the  problems  that 
hampered  the  Soviets  when  they  captured  Berlin.  General 
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Rotmistrov  stressed  the  completely  different  nature  at 
combat,  particularly  in  "anti-tank"  terms.  What  worked  in 
Poland  did  not  work  in  Berlin.  He  stated  that  combined  arms 
oalance  and  tailoring  down  to  the  subunit  level  were 
critical  to  the  tempo  of  the  attack.  The  -former  commander 
o-f  5th  Guards  Tank  Army  spoke  o-f  "shock  subunits"  and  the 
importance  o-f  in-fantry  in  prosecuting  round-the-clock 
-fighting.  (Figure  3  on  page  46  depicts  shock  units  o-f  the 
WWII  variety.)  He  also  emphasized  the  flexibility  inherent 
in  the  mechanized  corps  structure  to  facilitate  offensive 
operations  in  forested  and  urbanized  terrain.23  Whether  this 
presages  eventual  reorganization  of  Soviet  battalions  into 
combined  arms  formations  is  not  yet  clear,  although  there  is 
a  strong  possibility  this  is  occurring.2**  Soviet  battalions 
are  normally  heavily  reinforced  when  in  the  first  echelon  or 
operating  independently.  But  the  arguments  concerning  force 
structures  necessary  to  maintain  offensive  momentum  in  close 
terrain  would  appear  to  be  as  valid  today  as  in  1946.  There 
appears  to  be  a  growing  realization  that  while  battle  might 
be  centrally  planned,  its  execution  will  be  decentralized: 

The  increase  in  the  spatial  scope  of  combat  demands 
creativity,  dec l si veness ,  and  independence  on  the 
battlefield.  The  Motor  Rifle  (Tank)  Battalion  is  the  basic 
combined  arms  subunit  and  the  basis  for  organizing 
coordination  of  subunits  of  the  branches  of  troops...  The 
changes  which  have  taken  place  in  weapons  and  in  equipping 
the  Battalion  with  various  armament  and  equipment  have  aiso 
affected  the  nature  of  combat  of  small  subunits;  The 
c on  d l 1 1 o n s  c  f  c and u cting  comb  a t  ha v e  changed:  its 
r  g  a  ”i  i  z  a  1 1  an  has  become  more  complex;-  The  depth  cf  comoac 
tas»:  s  has  increased;  and  the  rate  of  advance  in  an  of  fensi  -s 
has  i  increased ...  A  commander  who  operates  according  to  a 
preset  plan  without  taking  into  account  changes  which  have 
occurred,  as  a  rule,  will  suffer  failure  in  combat;  for 
command  and  control  in  this  case  will  lac  behind  the 
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development  o-f  the  actual  situation.23 

Greater  f  1  ex  1  bi  1  i  ty  is  necessary  at  the  company  and 
even  platoon  level  because  these  units  must  be  prepared  to 
operate  in  "separate  sectors,  sometimes  far  away  -from  the 
main  -forces.  ..  Mi  stakes  and  stereotypical  tactics  can 
neutralise  the  effects  of  many  people. "2*  Increasing 
emphasis  is  being  placed  by  Soviet  writers  on  the  necessity 
for  fluid  operations  by  "subunits"  at  every  level.  This 
emphasis  on  flexible  operations  manifests  itself  in  both 
organization  and  tactics.  Figure  4  on  page  47  provides  a 
detailed  picture  of  how  a  lead  Soviet  battalion  might  be 
organized  for  combat. 

COMMAND  AND  CONTROL 

The  complexity  of  the  next  battlefield  challenges  the 
Soviets  confidence  in  their  troop  control  methods.  A  Soviet 
battalion  conducting  an  attack  may  receive  one  of  the 
following  missions;  first  or  second  echelon  of  the  attack 
force,  combined  arms  reserve,  advance  guard .  covering  force, 
flanking  force,  reconnaissance  in  force,  or  tactical 
airborne  landing  force.37.  Given  the  large  number  of 
attachments  and  the  extremely  small  size  of  the  battalion 
staff,  the  problem  of  controlling  and  coordination  the 
effort  of  even  a  small  "subunit"  becomes  monumental.  Drills 
are  used  wherever  possible  to  simplify  the  process  of 
command  and  control. 

Automation  of  command  and  control  processes  at  every 
possible  level  is  seen  as  a  "must".  The  integration  of 
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automated  command  and  control  processes  is  entirely 
consistent  with  the  dialectic  process  o-f  military 
development,  and  the  Russians  -feel  that  man  and  technology 
are  naturally  compatible.  They  see  the  combination  of 
careful  tailoring  of  forces  to  expected  missions,  the 
integration  of  new  equipment  according  to  the  operational 
needs  of  the  forces,  and  the  automation  of  command  control 
ana  communications  as  providing  the  key  to  the  future. 20 

NUCLEAR  POSTURE  AND  NEW  WEAPONS 

One  of  the  salient  character i st i cs  of  all  Soviet 
operations  is  their  "nuclear  scared"  posture,  and  the 
continuous  planning  for  immediate  transition  to  nuclear 
supported  operations.  Emerging  Soviet  doctrine  does  not 
consider  the  resort  to  nuclear  weapons  as  i  nevi  t  ab  1  e .  s<9 
However,  the  Soviets  believe  that  the  presence  of  nuclear 
weapons  mandates  the  continuous  performance  of  missions  in  a 
"nuclear  scared"  posture.  All  operations  are  planned  with 
the  nuclear  threat  in  mind,  and  forces  are  only  massed  m 
close  proximity  of  the  enemy.  It  is  this  "nuclear  scared" 
doctrine  which  drives  the  Soviets  to  seen  hign  tempo, 
decisive  operations  involving  the  rapid  intermixing  of 
Soviet  and  NATO  forces  in  fluid  battles.30 

The  Soviets  are  concerned  that  developing  technology 
has  created  "nuclear-like"  effects  on  the  battlefield  using 
conventional  means.  The  development  of  smart  munitions, 
f  ..el  air  e.:  plosives,  scatter  able  mines,  ana  automated  tar-geo 
detection  and  attack:  systems  are  producing  a  "revolution"  on 
the  battlefield,  according  to  manv  Soviet  writers.31  " These 
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new  weapons'1,  according  to  former  Chie-f  of  the  General  Start 
Marshal  Akhromeyev,  "will  come  close  to  nuclear  weapons  in 
power  range  and  accuracv"32 

This  concern  is  manifested  in  the  emphasis  being  ol  a.cec 

on  the  attack  from  the  march  by  Soviet  writers: 

Today  the  transition  to  the  offensive  from  tne  line  of 
march  may  be  effected  not  only  in  the  course  of  development 
of  battle  in  enemy  defenses  at  tactical  or  operational 
depth,  but  also  at  the  very  beginning  of  the  operation, 
including  during  penetration  of  prepared  well  fortified 
defenses,  since  attacking  troops  can  annihilate  or 
dependably  neutralize  defenses  by  means  of  nuclear  or  fire 
weapons. .. Then  swiftly  break  through  in  depth.33 


No  area  of  developing  technology  concerns  the  Soviet 
Army  more  than  the  fielding  of  "smart"  weapons  in  quantity 
by  the  West.  Polish  military  writings  emphasize  this  point. 
In  an  article  entitled  "Anticipated  Directions  for  change  in 
Tactics  of  Ground  Troops",  Colonel  S.  Koziej  points  out  that 
nuclear  weapons  are  growing  in  number  and  decreasing  in 
size,  while  conventional  weapons  are  swiftlv  approaching  the 
destructiveness  of  nuclear  weapons,  thus  "Dlurring  the 
distinction"  between  the  two.  The  capabilities  of  modern 
weapons,  he  argues,  force  a  "complete  re-evaluation  of  tne 
very  essence  of  the  defense  on  a  future  battlefield."  Such 
weapons  invert  the  Clausewitzian  idea  of  awaiting  the  Plow. 
Both  sides  have  at  their  disposal  nuclear  and  non-nuclear 
strike  weapons,  which  can  cause  "abrupt  changes  in  the 
;crrHi  at  1  one  of  forces."3'*  The  defender  mav  not  ceoe  tne 
initiative  to  the  attacker ,  but  mav  attempt  tife 
counter strok e  immediately.  The  result  may  be  complete 


16 


chaos 


with  both  sides  engaging  in  offensive  combat 


si mul taneousl y . 

The  Russians  are  concerned  about  their  own  abilities  to 
•field  verv  destructive  conventional  weapons,  but  are 
nonetheless  prepared  to  exploit  the  effects  of  these  weapons 
in  the  same  manner  as  they  would  exploit  nuclear  strikes. 
However,  they  are  gravely  concerned  that  these  developing 
technologies  may  herald  a  -fundamental  change  in  war-fare,  a 
change  which  might  make  the  historical  -foundation  of  the 
Soviet  Army  irrelevant. 

PART  III;  U.S.  TASK  FORCE  DEFENSE 

American  doctrine  developers  view  any  European 
battlefield  as  non-linear  in  nature,  extraordinari 1 v  lethal, 
and  complex.  FM  1 00-5  states: 

In  high  or  mid-intensity  conflicts,  Army  forces  must  be 
prepared  to  fight  campaigns  of  considerable  movement.  Even 
in  conventional  combat,  operations  will  rarely  maintain  a 
linear  character.3* 

Colonel  Hubs  Wass  de  Czeae,  one  of  the  principal 
authors  of  FT  l 00—5 ,  goes  further  and  says:  "The  battle, 
especially  in  the  area  where  the  battle  outcome  is  decided, 
is  likely  to  be  intense,  quick  and  dead  1 v .  So  much  so  that 
it  will  be  difficult  to  determine  what  is  going  on.  ,'34’  The 
task  force  role  is  critical  to  the  close  battle.  It  is  the 
primary  executor  of  the  close  battle.  FT  1 00-5  goes  on  to 
aa  v  that  it  is  the  close  battle  which  is  decisive,  S'T 

The  armor eo  str i king  arm  which  conduces  the  b  - 1 f 1 e  is 
the  combined  arms  task  force.  The  cask  force  begins  as 
either  a  tan,  or  mechanized  in+ancrv  battalion.  Normal i v . 


the  brigade  commander  cross  attaches  tank  and  m-fantrv 
companies  to  form  the  task  force.  Additional  assets  are 
provided  from  divisional  units  according  to  the  situation, 
""ask  fo.  ces  are  usually  defined  as  "tank  heavy",  "mech 
heavy"  or  "balanced".  Battalions  which  have  not  been  task 
organized  by  the  Brigade  are  called  "pure".  Normally,  the 
task  force  will  end  up  with  some  mi;-:  of  between  three  to 
five  companies.  Mechanized  infantry  battalions  have  an 
additional  anti-tank  company  equipped  with  the  Improved  Tow 
Vehicle  (ITV).  For  comparison  purposes,  a  mechanized 
infantry  task  force  comprising  two  tank,  companies,  two 
mechanized  companies,  and  one  anti-tank  company  will  be  used 
as  a  base.  (See  figure  5  on  page  43) 

The  modern  American  task  force  is,  as  the  Soviets 
recognize,  the  best  equipped  battalion  level  organization  in 
NATO.  Using  the  balanced  task  force  above  as  an  example,  we 
find  t>  infantry  platoons,  23  main  battle  tanks,  34 
cannon/ mi ssi 1 e  armed  fighting  vehicles,  twelve  anti-tank 
missile  vehicles,  and  si::  107  millimeter  mortars  available 
to  the  commander.  Each  of  the  tanks  is,  if  one  considers 
weight  and  advanced  armor ,  the  best  protected  armored 
fighting  vehicle  in  the  world,  and  the  infantry  fighting 
vehicle’s  protection  rivals  that  of  early  WWII  tanks. 

task  -orce  defensive  dGctrine  describes  the  basic  types 
deren si  ve  missions  as  defense  of  a  sector,  defense  o-  a 
cattle  position,  and  defense  of  a  strongpcint .  Of  these , 
dexense  of  a  sector  is  the  most  common  and  preferred  for  its 


■flexibility.  Regardless  o-f  the  type  of  defense,  the  concuct 


of  the  defense 
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of  f i ve 
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operations, 

the  main 

battle  area. 

reserve 

operations,  sec 

urity  area, 

and  rear 

battle  operat 

ions.  363  I  n 

this  section.  I'll  discuss  the  first  four  as  well  as  command 
and  control .  Rear  operations  will  be  touched  on  briefly  in 
the  next  section. 

DEEP  OPERATIONS 

American  planners  are  placing  increasingly  greater 
emphasis  on  deep  battle  to  disrupt  and  delay,  and  in  the 
future,  destroy  Soviet  farces  before  they  can  engage  in 
close  battle.  The  success  of  the  close  battle  depends  on 
the  success  of  the  deep  battle  in  disrupting  the  Soviet 
higher  tactical  and  operational  level  offensive.  It  was 
this  supposition  of  the  nature  of  Soviet  offensive 
operations  which  led  to  the  publication  of  "AirLand" 
doctrine  in  19S2.3”r  This  is  a  subject  beyond  the  scope  of 
this  paper,  but  it  would  be  remiss  not  to  consider  that  the 
function  of  "deep  operations",  particularly  at  corps  and 
above,  is  to  isolate  the  defensive  battle  and  allow  task 
forces  to  win  their  fights  before  being  overwhelmed  bv  fresh 
forces. 

The  task  force  does  not  conduct  its  own  deep  battle. 

The  task  force  commander  considers  the  effect  of  higher  deep 

•  :  derations  on  his  own  area,  out  has  no  capabi  1  i  tv  to  execute 
the  -jeeo  bat 1 1  e.  T ask  forces  may  .  however  ,  be  an  acti  ve 
pla.er  1  a  larger  deep  operation,  but  will  be  executing 
<  lose  combat  operations  as  part  of  that  plan. 
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MAIN  BATTLE  AND  RESERVE  OPERATIONS 


A  U.S.  task  -force  can  successfully  defend  against  a 
Soviet  Regiment.  FM  71-2  states:  "During  the  defense,  the 
battalion  task  force  is  expected  to  defend  against  ana 
defeat  a  threat  regiment".40  Current  U.S.  doctrine  states 
that  the  brigade  should  be  capable,  within  the  framework  of 
AirLand  Battle,  of  defending  successfully  against  a  Soviet 
division.  This  same  hierarchy  is  carried  up  to  Corps  level 
where  FM  1 00-1 5  states  that  the  Corps  defends  against  and 
defeats  two  or  three  Soviet  Armies  comprising  a  front.41 
This  is  consistent  with  current  American  thought  on  the 
strength  of  a  prepared  defense,  which  confers  a  minimum  3:1 
advantage. 42  At  the  National  Training  Center,  a  battalion 
task  force  normally  defends  against  a  regiment. 

Current  task  force  doctrine  does  not  specify  the 
average  width  or  depth  of  a  task  force  sector  or  sice  of  a 
battle  position.  It  is  safe  to  presume  that  if  doctrine  ■,  l 
this  case  FM  71 —2 )  shows  a  threat  regiment  attacking  on  a  3 
3  kilometer  wiae  frontage,  that  would  also  be  the  width  of 
sector  for  a  task  force  in  the  defense.  In  practice,  task 
force  defensive  frontages  may  be  greater  than  8  kilometers, 
chiefly  as  a  function  of  the  number  of  battalions  available 
to  the  brigade  commander  and  the  sector  for  which  he  is 
responsible.  Sector  defenses  at  the  National  Training 
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The  concept  of  death  is  critical  to  AirLand  doctrine. 


FM  71 


-2  states; 

Task  -force  commanders  structure  their  defenses  by 
deploying  units  in  depth  within  the  MBA.  A  mounted  reserve 
of  one-quarter  to  one-half  of  the  task  force  strength 
provides  additional  depth  and  gives  the  commander  a  maneuver 
capability  against  the  enemy.  A  con  mender  can  create  a 
reserve  by  taking  risk  on  less  likely  enemy  avenues  of 
approach  in  the  MBA.  “>3 

This  is  a  distinct  change  from  the  "active  defense" 
doctrine  of  the  late  1970 's,  ’where  a  "subtracted"  reserve 
was  viewed  as  exceptional.  FM  71 -2  goes  on  to  say  that  the 
task  force  will  normally  maintain  a  company  sized  reserve  as 
a  counter attack  force.44  Tank  heavy  reserves  are  seen  as 
the  ideal  means  of  seizing  the  initiative  and  going  over  to 
the  offense. 

Weighting  of  defensive  effort  in  the  task  force 
defensive  is  achieved  by  a  number  of  methods  including: 

1)  Assigning  more  maneuver  units,  2)  Narrowing  the  defensive 
sector,  and  3)  Providing  greater  amounts  of  combat  support — 
especially  fire  support.  A  particularly  critical  defensive 
sector  may  be  bolstered  bv  a  combination  of  all  three,  but 
massing  of  supporting  fires  and  priority  of  engineer  suocort 
are  the  most  common  means  for  weighting  the  defense. 
Nc-mailv,  brigade  or  division  reserves  are  exceeded  to 
counterattack ,  and  therefore  are  positioned  in  depth  m 
or de1-  to  conduct  flank  attacks. 
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operations,  in  the  1988  edition  of  FN  71-4  survivaci  1 i  tv  nas 
been  moved  to  top  priority,  at  least  at  the  battalion 
level.*®*  In  terms  of  the  resources  normally  available  to 
chs  battalion  task  -force,  tne  best  immeoiate  use  of 
engineering  assets  lies  in  protecting  the  critical  3 vs terns 
of  the  task  -force.  The  growing  availability  o-f  artillery 
delivered  mines  lessens  the  requirement  to  prepare  extensive 
mine-fields. 

American  divisions  have  some  50  attack  helicopters 
organic  to  the  aviation  brigade,  and  the  fielding  o-f  the  AH- 
64  -family  o-f  armed  helicopters  at  the  Corps  level  gives 
American  -forces  an  all  weather  platform  capable  of 
delivering  large  numbers  of  precision  guided  munitions 
(PGMs> .  Attack  helicopters  are  considered  maneuver 
elements  and  normally  enter  the  battle  at  the  direction  of 
corps  and  divisions,  but  units  down  to  task  force  level  are 
generally  familiar  with  the  employment  of  attack  helicopters 
and  routinely  employ  them  at  the  National  Training  Center. 
However ,  the  release  of  such  formidable  assets  to  the  task 
force  will  be  exceptional,  according  to  General  Saint, 
USAREUR  commander.**  A  task  force  may  well  end  up  operating 
in  conjunction  with  attack  helicopter  battalions  as  oart  of 
a  brigade  or  division  counterattack . 

SECURITY  OPERATIONS 

FA  71  - 2  states  11  The  winner  of  the  reconnai  ssance - 
c  o  u  n  t  e  r  r  e  c  o  n  n  a  i  s  s  a  r.cs  fight  is  n  o  r  m  a  i  1  v  the  v  i  c  t  c  r  it  t .  -  e 
battle.'1*7  This  is  an  outgrowth  of  analysis  of  NTC 
defensive  engagements  and  reflects  the  growing  concern  at 
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every  level  with  the  success  at  the  enemy's  reconnaissance. 
The  Center  for  Army  Lessons  Learned  (CALL)  at  Fort 
Leavenworth  quantified  the  results  of  the  reconnaissance- 
counter  reconnaissance  struggle  at  the  NTC  and  determined 
that  about  75%  of  the  time,  the  side  which  defeated  the 
enemy's  reconnaissance  effort  won  the  engagement .  ■*• 

The  emphasis  on  the  forward  security  fight  has  led  to 
considerable  experimentation,  all  designed  to  defeat  Soviet 
ground  reconnai ssance.  The  commander  may  elect  to  deploy  a 
company  or  company  team  in  the  security  area,  in  effect 
establishing  a  small  covering  force  behind  the  brigade  or 
division  covering  force.  In  other  schemes,  ad  hoc  forces 
comprising  scout  platoons,  tanks,  infantry,  and  anti-tank 
assets  are  formed  within  task  force  to  fight  the  forward 
battle.  Often,  such  forces  are  grouped  under  temporary 
headquarters  in  order  to  leave  the  regular  maneuver 
companies  free  to  conduct  the  maneuver  battle. 

COMMAND  AND  CONTROL 

American  combat  battalions  have  a  large  and  well 
equipped  command  apparatus.  In  battle,  the  task  force 
commander  has  a  staff  of  up  to  20  officers  and  some  30  non¬ 
commissioned  officers,  including  attachments.*9  This  staff 
is  almost  as  large  as  the  the  staff  of  a  Soviet  regiment, 
which  has  20-24  officers  and  40  enlisted  soldiers,  inclu.ain 
a  nandf ul  of  warrant  officers. The  task  force  general  1  - 
operates  three  command  posts,  main,  tactical,  and  rear. 

The  NTC  experience  confirmed  changes  in  the  structure 


of  the  task  -force  control  svstem.  The  battalion  executive 
o-f-ficer  previously  spent  almost  all  his  time  dealing  with 
task  -force  logistics.  Now  he  is  located  in  the  Tactical 
Operations  Center  (TOC,  or  main  command  post  o-f  the  task 
■force)  where  he  can  best  coordinate  the  battalion's  fight 
with  other  units  and  higher  headquarters.  This  frees  the 
commander,  along  with  his  operations  officer,  to  direct  the 
main  effort  from  the  battlefield.  Other  techniques  such  as 
orders  groups  and  matrix  orders  have  been  incorporated  to 
speed  the  complex  command  and  control  process  necessary  to 
synchronise  the  disparate  elements  of  the  task  force. 

PART  Vs.  ANALYSIS 

A  look  at  the  Soviets'  "Principles  of  Modern  Combined 
Arms  Combat"  side  by  side  with  FM  100-5's  "imperatives  of 
the  AirLand  Battlefield”  is  instructive.  I  have  included  a 
side  by  side  listing  of  both  sets  of  principles  in  Appendix 
1  (page  53)  to  illustrate  the  similar  weight  both  American 
and  Soviet  officers  accord  to  various  facets  of  modern 
warfare.  It  isn't  surprising  that  they  are  broadly  similar, 
since  for  at  least  15  years  each  side  has  regarded  the  other 
as  the  primary  opponent. 

In  general  terms,  Soviet  and  American  views  on  future 
battle  are  congruent.  Takt i  ka  and  Hd  1 00-5  share  strong 
similarities  in  the  character i zati on  of  modern  battle  as 

"air-land"  in  character  and  as  being  extraordinarily  lethal. 
I  believe  its  valid  to  conclude  that  both  Soviet  arc 
American  Armies  recognise  that  any  battle  between  the- two 
would  be  violent,  highlv  mobile,  and  characterized  bv  the 
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use  of  weaponry  which  neither  army  has  completely  mastered 


or  integrated  into  its  operations.  Both  -forces  envision 
coerations  in  three  dimensions  and  stress  the  employment  o-f 
aviation  assets.  The  latest  edition  o-f  FM  1 00-5  provided 

impetus  -for  the  rebirth  o-f  "oper at i onal  art"  in  the  American 
Army,  which,  as  Colonel  L.  D.  Holder  o-f-fers,  had  been  an 
area  o-f  concentration  left  to  our  rivals  for  nearly  30 
years. 31 

The  impact  of  FM  1 00-5  is  measurable.  Takt i ka  reflects 
the  acceptance  of  "air-land"  as  an  emerging  and  valid 
theoretical  concept.  The  1987  edition,  in  contrast  to  the 
earlier  1984  volume,  devotes  more  attention  to  the  low  level 
meeting  engagements,  night  meeting  engagements,  and  the 
defense  against  counterattacks.  In  an  article  entitled 
"Soviets  Size  up  Airland  Battle",  William  Burgess  makes  the 
point  that  the  1984  edition  of  Takti ka  was  "optimistic  about 
the  tactical  commander  s  ability  to  pre-emot  AirLand  battle 
strikes."  Since  then,  he  argues,  the  Soviets  have  altered 
their  beliefs.  He  cites  Major  General  I.  Vorobevev  s 
critisism  of  the  1984  T a k t i k a ,  who  essence  said  that  the 
nature  of  automated  systems  like  TACFIRE  would  speed  up 
battle  to  such  a  point  that  "normative  times"  were 
"obsolete" . « 

But  one  should  not  jump  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
Soviets  are  simplv  reacting  to  American  doctrinal  or 
technological  developments.  The  Soviets,  while  clsariv 
concerned  bv  developing  technologies,  do  not  consider  such 


developments  to  have  an  operational  impact  until  they  have 
prol  i  f  erated  on  the  battlefield.  In  other  words,  limited 
quantities  of  a  new  weapon  are  not  decisive.33  One  of  the 
key  themes  which  recurs  in  virtually  every  publication  and 
lecture  of  the  U.S.  Army  Soviet  Army  Studies  Office  ( SASu ) 
is  that  the  Soviet  doctrine  is  grounded  in  Soviet 
experience,  and  is  evolutionary  in  nature. 

Despite  similarities  in  the  general  principles  of 
future  battle,  one  should  never  forget  the  totally 
dissimilar  heritage  and  theoretical  foundation  of  the  Soviet 
Army.  Fundamental  differences  between  the  Soviet  and 
American  doctrine  remain  in  several  areas.  Not  all  of  these 
differences  have  direct  implications  for  the  task  force 
defense,  but  some  deserve  further  analysis.  Let  s  look 
again  at  some  of  the  areas  discussed  previously. 

SURPRISE  AND  TEMPO 

Soviet  tactical  capabilities  cannot  be  measured  without 
including  the  value  of  surprise.  Our  defense  calculations 
depend  on  sufficient  time  to  structure  the  battlefield.  But 
this  fails  to  recognise  the  value  which  the  Russians  accord 
surprise.  Soviet  operational  plans  are  keyed  to  achieving 
surprise.  The  greater  the  surpise,  the  higher  will  be  the 
tempo  of  operations.  Not  only  timing  of  the  attack,  but 
direction  and  strength  will  be  carefully  concealed  from  the 
U.S.  defender.  As  discussed  earlier,  the  result  will  1 i kel v 
be  an  attack  against  a  partially  prepared  defense. 

If  we  assume  that  the  most  probable  form  of  a  Soviet 
offensive  would  be  an  attack  against  a  partially  preoarec 
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defense,  what  then  would  be  the  tactical  form  of  that 
attack?  Ideally,  the  Soviet  plan  for  battle  would  surprise 
the  defender  and  allow  for  the  rapid  penetration  of  the 
covering  force  bv  forward  detachments  in  order  to  engage 
main  defenses  simultaneously  with  the  covering  force  battle 
and  attack  in  depth  with  fires  and  air  assault  forces.  A 
crucial  point;  the  main  effort  is  made  possible  by 
diminishing  the  weight  of  attack  as  the  distance  from  the 
main  effort  increases. 

Once  some  degree  of  surprise  is  obtained,  the 
initiative  must  be  maintained  through  tempo  or  the  benefits 
of  surprise  dissapate.  By  overloading  the  opponent  with 
multiple  strikes,  the  Soviets  will  delay  the  recognition  of 
secondary  efforts  until  it  is  too  late. 

From  the  perspective  of  the  task  force  commander,  it  i 
less  important  to  speculate  on  how  the  Russians  might 
achieve  surprise  than  it  is  to  understand  the  potential 
effects  of  surprise  and  high  tempo  operations  on  the  amount 
of  time  available  to  prepare  a  defense.  Regardless  of  tne 
state  of  preparations  or  the  covering  force  situation,  the 
task  force  must  be  prepared  to  engage  in  active  combat 
operati ons. 

COMBINED  ARMS,  MOBILE  GROUPS,  AND  CLOSE  BATTLE 

Soviet  operational  plans  give  far  more  shape  to  the 
tactics  on  tne  uattlefieid  than  similar  level  American  plan 
provide.  Although  American  doctrine  holds  that  a  cast:  fore 
can  defeat  a  regiment,  it  does  not  follow  that  a  Soviet  arm 


commander  (who  determines  regimental  attack  zones)  will 
oolige  by  committing  a  regiment  against  each  -forward 
battalion  task  -force.  If  his  (the  army  commander  s)  mission 
is  to  break  througn  to  operational  depth,  then  he  will 
attempt  to  find  ways  to  focus  the  majority  of  the  combat 
power  of  a  division  against  an  isolated  battalion.  Terrain 
is  not  as  important  as  the  correlation  of  forces.  If  a 
penetration  to  great  depth  is  not  required,  then  assets  will 
not  be  wasted. 

In  tactical  terms,  the  defending  battalion  commander 
could  expect  to  face  one  (or  more)  of  the  following 
situations;  1)  attack  by  an  army  forward  detachment,  2) 
attack  by  a  divisional  forward  detachment,  3)  attack  by  up 
to  two  regiments  (depending  on  defensive  sector  width),  ana 
4)  a  supporting  attack  carried  out  by  a  regiment  or  less. 
Figures  6  through  9  (pages  49-52)  contain  a  series  of 
diagrams  which  depict  possible  Soviet  attack  variations. 

The  details  of  the  Soviet  combined  arms  battle  deserve 
attention.  Soviet  ideas  of  combined  arms  battle  go  bevond 
combining  tanks  with  infantry.  The  balancing  of  all  arms, 
including  helicopters,  with  tanks  and  artillery,  appears  to 
be  a  growing  concern  in  terms  of  future  organi zati on .  We  in 
the  American  Army  tend  to  be  very  "machine"  conscious  and 
measure  Soviet  combat  power  in  terms  of  numbers  of  BrjF's  ana 
tanks.  But  as  General  Rotmistrov  s  speech  emohasi zed .  it  is 
not  the  weight  of  armor  which  counts.  Put  the  balance  of  all 
arms  (and  particularly  infantry)  in  accordance  with  tactical 
conditions  which  is  important. 


The  composition  of  Russian  maneuver  units  has  major 


i mpl i cat i ons.  If  the  BTR  equipped  regiment  is  organized  to 

include  combined  arms  shock  groups  or  "shock  subunits"  in 
the  manner  suggested  by  General  Rotmistrov,  then  these  units 
would  be  well  suited  to  execute  that  portion  of  close  battle 
involving  assault  and  reduction  of  defenses.  Artillery 
support  could  be  centrally  managed  at  regiment,  since  the 
speed  of  advance  of  these  elements  would  be  keyed  to  the 
sequential  massing  of  fire  against  battle  positions.  If  we 
refer  again  to  our  U.S.  balanced  task  force  and  examine  the 
numbers  of  infantry  available  to  the  commander,  we  would 
come  up  with  a  figure  of  approximately  150  dismounted 
personnel.  If  we  look  at  the  BTR  equipped  regiment,  we 
would  find  a  total  of  700  dismounted  infantry.34  This  four 
to  one  advantage  could  be  very  important  in  the  terrain  of 
West  Germany.  The  nine  infantry  companies  of  the  regiment 
could  become  “shock  subunits",  working  closelv  with  tanks, 
sapper  engineer  units,  heavv  artillery,  and  mortars  to 
reduce  American  companies  piecemeal.  The  depth  of  defense 
and  density  of  anti-tank  weapons  will  determine  the 
echelonment  of  the  regiment.  If  a  Soviet  battalion  is  kept 
in  second  echelon,  it  will  receive  attachments  only  when 
commi tted . 

The  tank  and  BMP  regiments,  along  with  the  independent 
tank  battalion,  may  form  mobile  groups,  task  organized  and 
trained  for  more  decentralized  combat  at  the  battalion 
level.  The  division  independent  tank  battalion,  ’'which 


today  comprises  51  tanks  in  five  companies),  reinforced  by  a 
BMP  and  artillery  battalion  (three  rifle  companies,  three 
howitzer  batteries,  and  one  mortar  battery),  might  become 
the  forward  detachment  of  the  division  and  execute  a  deep 
tactical  mission.  The  attack  helicopters  of  the  division 
would  support  the  forward  detachment.  The  remainder  of  the 
BMP  regiment  (two  rifle  and  one  tank  battalion)  might  follow 
the  forward  detachment  and  be  assigned  the  mission  of 
conducting  tactical  exploitation  to  destroy  artillery  and 
command  posts.  The  tank  regiment  might  be  retained  to 
conduct  operational  penetration  through  the  wake  of  the 
assault  BTR  units  and  beyond  the  disruption  caused  by  the 
lead  mobile  groups. 

At  army  level,  a  forward  detachment  might  be  built 
around  the  independent  tank  regiment,  which  today  consists 
of  three  tank  battalions  with  150  tanks  total,  and  a  BMP 
battalion  with  43  BMPs.3*  When  committed,  this  unit  might 
be  reinforced  by  one  or  more  artillerv  battalions,  a 
multiple  rocket  launcher  battalion,  and  assorted  engineers 
and  air  defense.  It  would  also  be  supported  by  the  armv 
attack  helicopter  regiment,  which  deploys  40  Mi-24  HIND  and 
20  Mi -8  HIP  aircraft.  The  likelihood  is  high  that  the  armv 
forward  detachment  would  operate  in  conjunction  with  an  army 
level  air  assault  unit  of  battalion  size.  Obviouslv,  this 
would  be  a  formidable  striking  -orce. 

The  nature  of  combat  against  forward  detachments,  or 
indeed,  against  an/  ''mobile  group"  is  misunderstood. 

Forward  detachments  are  seen  as  advanced  guards ,  and  comoat 


with  them  is  seen  as  an  extension  of  combat  against  a  Soviet 
regiment.  They  are  not  advance  guards.  Forward  detachments 
will  use  high  speed  column  tactics  and  avoid  battle  with 
detending  -forces,  unless  their  mission  calls  tor  it. 

The  U.S.  Army  has  experience  dealing  with  at  least  one 
-forward  detachment;  Battlegroup  F'eiper  spearheaded  the  1st 
SS  Panzer  Division's  assault  in  the  Ardennes  in  1944. 
Fortunately  -for  U.S.  -forces,  the  remainder  of  the  1st  S3 
Panzer  Division  was  prevented  -from  joining  Battlegroup 
F'eiper.  The  impact  o-f  even  one  -forward  detachment  was  felt 
all  the  way  to  12th  Army  Group  headquarters.37 

The  concept  of  forward  detachments  is  not  addressed  in 
any  detail  in  our  doctrine.  Their  presence  may  compel  the 
defending  task  force  to  engage  a  forward  detachment  while 
the  covering  force  battle  is  still  in  progress  ;ooo  figure 
7).  If  a  forward  detachment  is  to  be  halted,  it  will  have 
to  be  heavily  engaged  by  forces  from  the  task  force 
initial ly ,  and  possibly  by  brigade  and  divisional  reserves 
such  as  attack  helicopters.  Since  forward  detacnments  will 
normally  operate  in  the  zone  of  the  tactical  main  attack, 
this  means  that  a  task  force  engaging  a  forward  detachment 
will  not  be  in  a  favorable  position  to  engage  following 
motor  rifle  or  tank  regiments  conducting  the  main  attack. 

The  task  force  must  be  given  the  flexibility  to  conduct 
-i'ic-u  i  1  e  'ce--?1  l  or:  =  to  pin  the  forward  detacnment  wo  i  1  e  t  -  e 
covering  f  o  r  c  s  del  a  v  s  t  hi  e  a  d  v  a  nci  n  g  main  a  1 1  a  c  k  .  If  t  n  e  r  a 
i a  no  substantial  covering  force,  then  the  task  force  must 


conduct  operations  designed  to  halt  the  forward  detachment, 
and  rely  on  brigade  to  stop  the  remainder. 

Forward  detachments  multiply  by  several  times  the 
threat  to  the  task  force  rear  area,  particularly  if  thev 
operate  in  conjunction  with  air  assaults.  Command  posts  and 
trains  can  either  be  organized  to  fight  or  tuck  in  behind 
maneuver  units.  The  size  of  the  main  command  post  and 
combat  trains  make  it  difficult  to  accomplish  the  latter, 
while  the  lack  of  heavy  weapons  mitigates  against  the 
former.  In  any  case,  the  task  force  must  proceed  under  the 
assumption  that  these  rear  elements  may  find  themselves 
involved  in  combat  actions  with  substantial  forces 
simultaneously  with  the  maneuver  teams. 

The  extensive  use  of  helicopters  by  the  Russians  poses 
a  significant  threat  to  the  all  elements  of  the  task  force, 
Soviet  writings  indicate  that  up  to  25’/.  of  all  fires  mav 
come  from  close  support  hel  i  coot  ers .  550  A  Soviet  attack 
helicopter  squadron  organic  to  the  division  might  use 
between  two  and  six  armed  helicopters  to  strike  a  comoanv 
team  detected  in  movement.  Close  support  aircraft  such  as 
the  SU-25  might  be  included  in  the  attack,  if  the  target  was 
important.  Larger  strike  packages  should  be  expected  in 
support  of  army  forward  detachments,  with  16-24  aircraft 
l  n  vol ved . 

In  order  to  move,  the  task  force  must  be  prepared  to 
engage  air  cht  eats.  In  the  near  term,  air  defense 
protect l on  available  to  the  task  force  will  consist  or 
sh ou 1 der  f l r ed  mi ss 1 


l es ,  automatic  cannon  fire,  and 
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arms.  The  lack  of  effective  air  defense  may  have  the 
consequence  of  severely  restricting  movement  of  friendly 
forces,  precisely  when  thev  must  move. 

FIRE  SUPPORT 

The  improvements  to  Soviet  artillery  are  significant 
beyond  fire  support  terms.  Mobility  and  protection  prolong 
the  life  expectancy  of  Russian  artillery  in  the  face  of 
rapid  U.3.  counterfire.  The  increased  range  of  army  and 
front  artillery  permits  massing  of  fires  laterally  and  from 
greater  distances  behind  advancing  Soviet  columns,  while 
increasing  numbers  of  self-propelled  armored  artillery  units 
permit  direct  attachment  of  more  artillery  units  to  maneuver 
battalions  and  forward  detachments.  The  close  integration 
of  artillery  with  maneuver  arms  in  turn  eases  the  artillery 
requirements  for  neutralising  defenses,  because  the  Soviets 
depend  on  direct  observation  of  targets  by  artillery 
commanders  to  synchronize  fires  during  the  accompan 1 ment 
phase  of  fire  support. 

Protecting  the  force  from  the  fire  strikes  of  the 
attacking  Soviet  force  should  be  the  first  consi derat 1  on  of 
the  task  force  commander.  Task  forces  positioned  in  likely 
main  effort  sectors  must  be  reinforced  with  sufficient 
engineer  units  to  allow  very  rapid  preparation  of  protected 
positions.  A  survivability  priority  for  task  force  elements 
mu  - 1  be  incorporated  into  plans.  Other  measures  sucn  as 
reverse  slope  defenses  must  be  adopted  wherever  feasible. 
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support,  isn't  available,  the 


armor  on  an  M2  Bradley  may  be  the  only  protection  available 
to  the  infantry  during  Soviet  -fire  strikes.  Separating  the 
infantry  from  the  tracks  may  work,  i  -f  adequate  time  is 
available  to  prepare  positions,  but  would  be  risky  in  view 
of  the  potential  effects  of  Soviet  artillery  on  infantry 
occupying  hasty  positions.  The  Ml  and  M2  are  well  protected 
against  indirect  -fire.  This  advantage  should  be  exploited 
by  practicing  rapid  repositioning  o-f  companies  to  avoid 
indirect  -fire  and  keeping  the  infantry  near  the  carriers 
where  immediate  protection  is  available,  at  least  until 
positions  with  overhead  cover  are  completed. 

The  task  -force  commander  must  not  -forget  that  the 
Soviets  intend  to  alter  the  "correlations  o-f  forces"  through 
fire  support.  Systemic  analysis  of  Soviet  forces  has 
spawned  emphasis  on  counterfire  to  disrupt  Soviet  fire 
support.  Colonel  Tom  White's  article,  "Disrupting  the  Tempo 
of  Soviet  Operations",  points  out  the  critical  importance  of 
fire  support  to  Soviet  maneuver  success,  and  the  absolute 
necessity  to  keep  Soviet  artillery  from  dominating  the  close 
battle. Brigade  and  division  commanders  must  devote 
sufficient  resources  to  the  counterfire.  Without  such 
support,  the  task  force (s)  facing  the  mam  effort  will  ae 
rapidly  overwhelmed. 

SECURITY  OPERATIONS 

Protecting  the  force  also  entails  ’degrading  the  Soviet 
reconnax ssance  capability  by  every  possible  means .  Counter- 
reconnaissance  can  be  divided  into  active  and  passive 
measures.  We  must  net  fall  into  the  trap  of  assuming  Soviet 
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ground  reconnaissance  is  the  end-all  to  providing  the 
Soviets  intelligence.  During  the  Second  World  War,  -for 
example,  30%  o-F  all  air.  sorties  were  reconnaissance 
flights.*0  The  Soviets  admonish  commanders  to  make  full  us 
of  a  spectrum  o-f  intelligence  gathering  sources.  Our 
operations  security  (OPSEC)  must  be  equally  broad  band. 

This  is  not  to  deny  that  the  importance  of  the  ground 
recon  battle.  It  is  vitally  important  to  the  Soviet 
commander ,  and  may  be  important  enough  to  mount 
r econnai ssance  in  force  operations  by  companies  and 
battalions  to  get  the  necessary  information.  The  Soviets 
recognize  that  reconnaissance  in  force  may  just  as  easily 
convert  to  spearheads  if  the  situation  develops  favorably.* 

The  counter-r econnai ssance  battle  is  a  potentially 
violent  fight  waged  before  and  during  the  clash  of  main 
elements.  This  may  be  a  mission  which  the  task  force  can 
accomplish  with  an  ad-hoc  force  built  around  the  scout 
platoon.  But  doing  it  in  such  a  manner  will  prevent  the 
acquisition  of  key  intelligence  on  the  enemy.  The  task 
force  commander  may  see  in  excruciating  detail  the  counter¬ 
reconnaissance  battle,  but  miss  the  more  important 
information  his  own  reconnai ssance  could  provide  him  if  not 
involved  in  the  security  battle.  My  conclusion  is  that 
company  teams  will  probablv  be  required  to  conduct  cou.nter- 
- econnai  ssance  operat  1  cns  while  scouts  conduct,  intelligence 
operations.  FM  71-2  offers  this  as  a  possible  solution. 

There  is  a  trade— off  in  assigning  a  company  team  to 
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this  mission.  There  may  be  too  many  avenues  to  cover  to 
send  a  company  -forward  and  still  maintain  an  effective 
reserve.  The  company  team  used  in  a  forward  role  may  not  be 
available  to  reconstitute  the  reserve,  given  the  Soviet 
proclivity  for  forward  detachments.  Likewise,  the  makeup  of 
the  task  force  may  limit  the  commander's  options. 

COMMAND  AND  CONTROL 

The  Soviets  have  a  potential  problem  with 
quant i f i cati on  of  the  unknowable.  In  order  to  use  normative 
solutions  in  combat  situations,  the  Soviet  commander  is 
critically  dependent  on  reconnai ssance.  As  the  battlefield 
becomes  more  and  more  disorderly,  the  amount  of  usable 
intelligence  will  decrease.  To  account  for  intelligence 
gaps,  the  Soviets  will  plan  for  a  large  fudge  factor  in  lieu 
of  hard  information.  If  American  task  forces  prove 
particularly  adept  at  the  counter — reconnai ssance  battle,  it 
is  likely  that  the  Soviets  will  resort  to  reconnai ssance  in 
force,  a  technique  which  was  often  used  in  World  War  I  I . 
However,  this  is  not  the  preferred  method  of  gaining 
intelligence,  and  will  be  undertaken  only  at  the  direction 
of  the  higher  commander .  4,3 

The  problem  of  conducting  operations  against  an  elusive 
opponent  impacts  directly  on  the  Soviet  battalion  commander. 
The  difference  between  what  the  Russian  battalion  commander 

expects  on  the  battlefield  and  what  he  gets  may  be  critical 
to  the  success  of  the  Soviets  in  achieving  an  coeraticnai 
break  through . 

"The  command  and  control  problem  is  particularly 
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at  subunit  level.  Battalion  commander  s ....  are  o-ften  young 
and  inexperienced,  and  they  are  aided  by  a  staff  comprising 
only  four  officers  and  praporshchi ki  (warrant  officers)  and 
nine  other  ranks. 

This  does  not  matter  as  long  as  the  battalion  is 
operating  as  a  mere  cog  in  a  regimental  machine.  It  matters 
very  much  indeed,  however,  when  the  battalion  is  acting  in 
an  independent  or  semi-independent  capacity,  for  instance  as 
a  forward  raiding  or  outflanking  detachment,  or  as  an 
advance  guard.  1,44 

Here  may  be  the  Achilles  heel  of  high  tempo  fluid  Soviet 
operations,  if  we  can  find  ways  to  exploit  it. 

PART  Vs.  CONCLUSIONS 

However  desirable  a  fully  prepared  defense  may  be,  the 
Soviets  will  dictate  the  time,  place,  and  strength  of  the 
attack  and  will  do  everything  conceivable  to  achieve 
surprise.  Although  total  surprise  is  unlikely,  extremely 
short  warning  is  not,  and  consequently,  man'/,  if  not  the 
majority  of  main  battle  area  task  forces  and  covering  forces 
will  be  engaging  from  only  partially  prepared  positions. 

One  solution  to  this  problem  would  be  the  f ortif ication  of 
the  Inter-German  Border,  thereby  eliminating  the  preoaration 
time.  This  is  not  politically  acceptable  to  the  West  German 
government.  Therefore,  training  scenarios  should  be 
modified  to  reflect  an  attack  on  a  partially  or  unprepared 
defense,  assuming  varying  degrees  of  surprise. 

Close  combat  doctrine  for  the  heavy  task  force  should 
be  modified  to  recognize  the  tailored,  combined  arms  nature 
of  the  Soviet  attack.  We  must  stop  considering  the  Soviet 
re  11 ment  in  isolation  and  begin  looking  at  the  total 
tactical  picture.  A  Soviet  regiment  does  not  fight  alone 
but  performs  missions  as  cart  of  a  coherent  operational 


plan.  The  actual  -force  against  which  the  task  -force  defends 
may  run  the  range  of  forces  from  reconnai ssance  elements,  to 
mobile  groups,  to  reinforced  regiments  conducting  a 
"doctrinal"  attack.  Examining  a  Soviet  regiment  in  the 
attack  is  useful  as  a  starting  point  and  prevents  "mirror 
imaging",  but  should  not  be  the  sole  basis  of  our  tactical 
defensive  doctrine. 

Intelligence  estimates  should  also  include  an 
evaluation  of  forested  and  urban  terrain.  The  Soviets  have 
the  necessary  infantry  and  artillery  to  exploit  less 
desirable  avenues  of  approach,  and  are  apparently 
considering  ways  to  make  use  of  them.  The  task  force  plan 
should  at  least  address  surveillance  and  contingency 
measures  for  these  areas.  From  the  brigade  perspective, 
sector  responsibility  must  not  be  solely  based  on  high  speed 
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avenues,  but  on  a  detailed  assessment  of  Soviet  1 

capab 1  I i t i es . 

If  the  NTC  is  to  continue  realistically  simulating  the 
next  armored  battlefield,  then  resources  must  be  provided  to 
allow  a  full  range  of  potential  enemy  capabilities  to  be 
duplicated.  The  full  combined  arms  threat  should  be 
presented,  not  just  the  major  vehicle  systems.  It  is 
unrealistic  to  believe  that  such  an  upgrade  could  be 
completed  in  the  near  future.  But  alternatives  are 
Available.  Ark lllerv  strikes  should  be  planned  bv  the  GP'rGF 
ex  act  1 y  as  their  Soviet  counterparts  would  plan  them,  and 
then  be  executed  through  fire  support  mechanisms. 
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Consideration  should  be  given  to  converting  the  current 
OF'FOR  BMP  regiment  to  a  tank  regiment,  which  would  more 
nearly  align  the  numbers  of  personnel  carriers  and 
dismounted  infantry  available  with  what  the  actual  enemv 
unit  would  employ. Forward  detachment  scenarios  and 
vertical  envelopments  should  be  used  in  training  rotations 
along  with  the  current  selections.  Defense  problems  should 
limit  the  amount  o-f  preparation  time  available  to  task 
-force.  Greater  numbers  o-f  attack  helicopters  should  be 
provided  -for  OF'FOR  main  attacks  and  mobile  groups. 

Soviet  attack  helicopters  will  make  the  battlefield  a 
hazardous  place  for  friendly  units.  The  near  term  solution 
to  our  air  defense  shortages  lies  in  improving  our 
camouflage  discipline  when  stationary,  and  developing  air 
defense  drills  for  movement.  Air  overwatch  of  tanks  by 
designated  Bradleys  and  proficiency  with  .50  caliber  machine 
guns  will  assist  movement. 

The  continued  modernization  of  Soviet  fire  support  must 
be  examined  by  Americans  not  only  in  terms  of  its  absolute 
quantity,  but  in  terms  of  its  potential  to  change 
correlation  of  forces.  If  Soviet  offensive  operations  are 
to  have  any  chance  of  success,  Soviet  fire  support  must  be 
extremely  effective  in  neutralizing  a  considerable  portion 
of  the  U.S.  tactical  defense.  From  the  task  force 
perspective,  the  success  or  failure  of  the  deeo  battle  mav 
well  hinge  on  American  counter f i re.  The  counterfire  program 
is  therefore  of  critical  importance  to  the  task  force 
commander . 
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While  the  NTC  suffers  -from  resource  constraints 


battalion  level  simulations  are  almost  totally  open  ended. 
Command  post  exercises  offer  the  best  near  term  means  of 
studying  emerging  Soviet  doctrine  and  its  possible  effect  on 
the  task  force.  Excellent  products  are  available  to 
commander  that  make  it  possible  to  conceptualize  the  dynamic 
nature  of  Soviet  tactical  doctrine.  Simulations  refine 
operating  procedures  and  plans  within  the  scope  of  a 
sophisticated  and  flexible  operating  framework. 

If  there  is  a  bottom  line  to  this  monograph  it  is  that 
American  task  force  doctrine  is  fairly  comprehensi ve ,  and 
describes  in  some  detail  what  a  task  force  must  do  in 
defense.  When  applying  it,  caution  must  be  exercised  to 
avoid  visualizing  battle  as  a  series  of  discrete  engagements 
between  conveniently  categorized  elements.  It  is  only  too 
easy  to  arrive  at  the  belief  that  by  looking  at  terrain  and 
"doctrinal"  factors,  one  can  predict  Soviet  offensive 
behavior.  But  war  is  a  two  sided  business,  and  we  should 
not  presume  that  a  Russian  would  be  so  obliging.  We  must 
develop  a  mindset  which  recognizes  the  fluidity  of  battle, 
and  an  awareness  of  the  simultaneous  nature  of  high 
intensity  combat.  We  have  written  about  non-linear 
battlefields  since  the  inception  of  AirLand  battle.  If  we 
engage  the  Soviets  in  combat  we  will  have  every  opportunitv 
o  experience  one. 
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A r t i 1 ierv  Densities: 

1.  Against  prepared  defenses  on  main  ax i s ...  100-100  weapons 
per  kilometer. 

2.  Against  hasty  defense  on  main  axis... 70-30  weapons^  km 

3.  On  a  supporting  axis... 45  weapons/km 
Artillery  support  of  a  main  axis  division  attacking  3 
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Figure  4 :  Soviet  tank  battalion  orzeniaed  for  a  a  a  a  u  i  t . 

Taken  from  The  T a n k  M o  t o r  Rifle-  Bafts  1  ion  i_n  f  ne  A 1 1  a  o  > . , 
D . A .  D  r  a i u  n  s  k  v :  care  5o-60 
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Figure  8 :  soviet  Division  conducting  the  main 
a  partially  prepared  U.2.  defense.  Baseo  upon 
Conduct  of  War”,  b v  Colonel  Giant;.  3 A 3 0 .  a n d 
Operations.  British  Arrav  Field  Manual. 
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APPENDIX 


Soviet  Principles  of  Combined  Arms  Combats 

1)  Constant  high  combat  readiness  -formations,  units,  and 
subunits. 

2)  High  aggressiveness,  decisiveness,  and  the  uninterrupted 
conduct  o-f  battle. 

3)  Surprise  in  operations,  (most  important  principle) 

4)  Coordinated  joint  use  o-f  branches  o-f  troops  and  special 
troops  in  combat,  and  maintenance  o-f  continuous  interaction 
between  them. 

5)  Decisive  concentrati on  o-f  the  main  e-f-forts  o-f  the  troops 
on  the  main  axis  at  the  needed  time. 

6)  Maneuver  by  subunits  and  units,  and  by  nuclear  and  -fire 
stri kes. 

7)  Thorough  consideration  and  utilization  o-f  moral, 
political,  and  psychological  -factors  in  the  interesrs  o-f 
carrying  out  the  assigned  mission. 

8)  Comprehensive  support  to  combat. 

9)  Maintenance  and  timely  restoration  of  the  combat 
capabi 1 i ty. 

10)  Firm  and  continuous  troop  control  and  persistence  in 
attaining  planned  goals  and  in  fulfilling  adopted  decisions 
and  assigned  missions. 


AirLand  Battle  Imperatives 

1)  Ensure  unity  of  effort 

2)  Anticipate  events  on  the  battlefield 

3)  Concentrate  combat  power  against  enemy  vulnerabilities 

4)  Designate,  sustain  and  shift  the  main  effort 

5)  Press  the  fight 

6)  Move  fast,  strike  hard,  finish  rapidly 

7)  Use  terrain,  weather,  decption,  and  OPSEC 

8)  Conserve  strength  for  decisive  action 

9)  Combine  arms  and  sister  services  to  complement  and 
reinf orce 

10)  Understand  the  effects  of  battle  on  soldiers,  units,  and 

1 eaders 
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